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Biomass harvesting treatments
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Historical changes in disturbance
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Importance of fire v water to N cycling

e Constraints Nitrogen Fluxes - Little Valley, NV
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Extension to biomass harvesting
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Questions

* How has the changing disturbance regime
affected N cycling?

* To what extent does biomass harvesting
restore N cycling processes?



Simulation modeling
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Watershed scale: nutrient pools
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Watershed scale: ecosystem flux
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Fire-related proportion

e Spatial pattern
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Effects of historical fire regimes
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Effects of fire regime & AET
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Fire rotation =10yr, AET <320 mm yr*

Fire rotation =15 yr, AET <245 mm yr*
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Harvest-related proportion

e Defense
= Threatened
s Forest
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Temporal effects of disturbance
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Conclusions

Nitrogen Fluxes - Little Valley, NV
kg ha! yr!
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Johnson et al. 1998



Conclusions

- Nitrogen Fluxes - Little Valley, NV
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